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Editor of the Ware River News. I am grateful
for Mr. McCulloch’s passion and commitment
to politics and journalism.

As many of you know, a child’s 1st birthday
is a joyous occasion.

Therefore, it is only appropriate that I ask
the House in joining me today in wishing
Maggie Adele McCulloch a Happy Birthday.
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HONORING MINNESOTA STAND
DOWN

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 16, 2000

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize and honor the tremendous success
of the Minnesota Stand Down.

Since 1993, Minnesota Stand Down has set
forth an excellent example of successful col-
laborative efforts with the National Guard and
Reserve Units, homeless shelter programs,
health care providers and other members of
the community in order to help combat the
growing problem of homeless veterans. With
the help of hundreds of volunteers from over
150 different agencies and organizations, Min-
nesota Stand Down is truly a magical oper-
ation.

I have had the honor of attending and par-
ticipating in numerous Stand Down events in
Minnesota over the years. Each event gath-
ered over 1,000 veterans in search of medical
attention, shelter, food, legal assistance, tran-
sitional housing program assistance, showers
and haircuts, clothing and meals. Most impor-
tantly, these special events provide compan-
ionship, camaraderie and mutual support.

In its eighth year, Minnesota Stand Down is
designed to give homeless veterans a brief
respite from life on the streets. In response to
this growing problem, I have sponsored H.R.
566, The Stand Down Authorization Act. This
important legislation would, in conjunction with
the grassroots community, expand the VA’s
role in providing outreach assistance to home-
less veterans. H.R. 566 has the strong support
of over 100 bi-partisan cosponsors, the VA,
the American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign
Wars (VFW) and the Disabled American Vets
(DAV). Stand Downs are not a solution to the
problem of homelessness among veterans,
but an opportunity to create an atmosphere
and policy path conducive to bring about hope
and long term solutions.

I would like to share with all Members an
uplifting poem written by Kathy Lindboe, the
daughter of Minnesota Stand Down coordi-
nator, Bill Lindboe. It is my hope that this en-
lightening message will ignite our efforts in
providing more resources towards our forgot-
ten heroes . . . homeless veterans.

A LONELY MAN WALKS IN THE NIGHT

(By Kathy Lindboe)

A lonely man walks in the night, it is cold
and quiet with no end in sight.

With looks of anger, looks of disgust, the
strangers pass him.

They assume he must be another bum who
deserves the street, never knowing his
name, never knowing his feat.

That he fought for their freedom to walk on
by,

that he fought for their country, he saw his
friends die.

That he fought for tomorrow, he was shot in
the chest, he fought for them all, for he
loved them all best.

Now he talks to himself for some company.
He keeps his head down, he doesn’t want

them to see, his unshaven face, his
frostbitten ears, the fear in his eyes
from the last 30 years.

He hides from the world, existing on pride.
That for his country he lives, for this coun-

try, men died.

And his cry in the night, lingers on in his
soul.

Another lonely man living, The war veterans
role.
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THE FED’S UNNECESSARY
ASSAULT ON WAGES

HON. BARNEY FRANK
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 16, 2000

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
I have become increasingly concerned that the
relentless drive of the Federal Reserve to cut
back on economic growth will lead to serious
economic problems later this year. Federal
Reserve officials have heretofore stressed that
there is a time lag of many months between
their decisions to raise interest rates and the
effect those increases will have on the econ-
omy. We have recently had four Federal Re-
serve increases in interest rates, and by the
Fed’s own previous standards, only one of
those could possibly have begun to have any
economic impact, and that, barely so. For the
Federal Reserve despite this to continue to
raise interest rates threatens us with serious
economic problems later in the year. I do not
at this point believe that this will lead to a re-
cession, although if the Fed continues to raise
interest rates on a regular basis that will be
the result. But what their actions will guar-
antee is a significant slow down in the growth
of our economy. That is not only bad in itself,
it will deprive our economy of the one factor
that has served in recent years to alleviate the
increasing trend towards exacerbating inequal-
ity that has accompanied overall prosperity for
much of the past decade.

The justification for the Federal Reserve’s
action is of course that it is necessary to stave
off inflation. This is a justification the Fed of-
fers, despite what might appear to be the in-
convenient fact that no inflation is in prospect.
In a recent analysis, Jeff Faux of the Eco-
nomic Policy Institute analyzes the Federal
Reserve’s argument, and delves into American
economic history to show the fallacy of the
Fed’s approach.

Because of the importance of this topic to
both the economic and social health of our
country, and because of the cogency of Mr.
Faux’s analysis, I ask that it be printed here.

THE FED’S UNNECESSARY ASSAULT ON WAGES

(By Jeff Faux)

The Federal Reserve Board has raised its
key interest rate a full percentage point
since June 1999, and it has indicated that it
will continue to raise rates until economic
growth slows down.

It takes a while for interest rate changes
to work their way through the economy. But
sometime this year, the nation can expect to
begin paying the costs. These costs will in-
clude: An increase in joblessness and a weak-

ening of the bargaining power of low- and
middle-income families, whose wages—after
being stagnant for most of the 1990s—have
been rising in the last several years because
of tight labor markets. Higher housing, con-
sumer credit, and general borrowing costs. a
worsening of the trade deficit, because rais-
ing interest rates will increase the near-term
value of the dollar.

According to Fed Chairman Alan Green-
span, these costs are justified by the benefits
of slower growth, which will: (1) prevent the
current boom from ‘‘overheating,’’ i.e., gen-
erating politically unacceptable levels of in-
flation that must then be brought down by
engineering a deep recession, and (2) deflate
the overpriced stock market, thereby pre-
venting a future crash.

But the slowing of the economy is unneces-
sary. As Greenspan himself admitted in his
February 17 semi-annual report to Congress,
‘‘inflation has remained largely contained.’’
Moreover, the historical evidence for Green-
span’s inflationary scenario is weak. As for
an overpriced stock market, the Fed has
other policy options with which to deflate it.
These realities suggest that the Fed’s inter-
vention has been aimed more at preventing
wage increases than at preventing inflation.

If anything, lowering, rather than raising,
interest rates is a more appropriate mone-
tary policy for the current condition of the
economy.

NO INFLATION SIGNALS

There are no signs that the economy is ap-
proaching close enough to capacity to rep-
resent a serious inflationary threat. The lat-
est data show that the January ‘‘core’’ infla-
tion rate—consumer prices other than vola-
tile energy and food prices—rose only 1.9%
above the year before, compared with a 2.3%
annual increase a year earlier.

Nor is there any evidence that production
is threatening to outstrip capacity. The Fed-
eral Reserve’s own numbers show the capac-
ity utilization rate at 81.6%, substantially
below the 85.4% reached in 1988–89, at the
peak of the last business cycle.

The employment cost index—the statistic
said to be most watched by the Fed econo-
mists—in the fourth quarter of 1999 was ris-
ing at an annual rate of 4.5%. But produc-
tivity was rising even faster—by 5%—leaving
room in the economy for more nonin-
flationary wage increases.

THE DISAPPEARING NAIRU

It is of course plausible that at some point
spending could outgrow the economy’s ca-
pacity to produce, causing prices to accel-
erate to unacceptable levels. Economists
have labeled the unemployment rate below
which this inflationary spiral would theo-
retically ignite as the NAIRU, or the non-ac-
celerating-inflation rate of unemployment.

In the early 1990s, the conventional wisdom
among economists, including most at the
Federal Reserve, was that the unemploy-
ment rate could not go below 6% without
triggering an accelerating rate of inflation.
The few economists who pointed out that
there was little empirical evidence to sup-
port this theory and that the economy could
achieve noninflationary unemployment rates
of 4% or even lower were derided by the pro-
fession and ignored by the business media.
(The late William Vickery of Columbia Uni-
versity, a Nobel Prize winner, said in 1994
that a 2% unemployment rate was feasible.)

The unemployment rate has now been
below 6% since September 1994, below 5%
since June 1997, and below 4.5% since April
1998. As we have seen, core inflation has not
only not accelerated, it remains dormant.

The experience has taught us that no one,
not even Dr. Greenspan, can calculate the
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NAIRU beforehand. Moreover, it has discred-
ited the notion that low levels of unemploy-
ment will cause wages and prices to accel-
erate out of control. The NAIRU is revealed
as useless as a guide to economic policy.

THE WRONG HISTORY LESSON

Still, the threat of the kind of runaway in-
flation that caused such economic and polit-
ical havoc in the 1970s has been enough to
stifle objections to the Fed’s current strat-
egy, even in an election year.

The inflationary terror with which Green-
span threatens us is a scenario in which ris-
ing demand in a peacetime economy bursts
through the limits of capacity to set off a
wage price spiral that feeds on itself, be-
comes politically unacceptable, and compels
the government to bring it down by engi-
neering a recession (reducing demand by re-
ducing incomes). But, in fact, since 1914,
when the U.S. began to measure consumer
prices with a comprehensive index, a de-
mand-driven peacetime economic boom has
never generated the kind of inflation with
which Greenspan frightens policy makers
and the public.

A reasonable definition of ‘‘politically un-
acceptable’’ inflation is a condition in which
rising consumer prices are used by the polit-
ical opposition to successfully affect the out-
come of elections. In this sense, price infla-
tion was a significant national political
issue on several 20th century occasions. One
was the aftermath of World War I, when war-
time inflation continued to increase through
1920. Prices rose 15% that year, and Repub-
lican Warren Harding, along with a GOP
Congress, was elected on a platform of a ‘‘re-
turn to normalcy.’’

The next was 1946, when the end of World
War II’s price controls saw prices rise at a
rate of 8.3% between 1945 and 1946. Rising
meat prices were a particular sore spot with
the voters, who elected a Republican Con-
gress that November. Interestingly, prices
rose at an annual rate of 11.3% over the next
two years, but Democrat Harry Truman was
still re-elected in 1948.

The next time that rising prices were a sig-
nificant political issue was in the early 1970s.
World oil prices were driven up by an oil-pro-
ducing cartel, and a series of bad harvests in
Russia and elsewhere caused global grain
prices to rise as well. Price increases in these
sectors then rippled through the U.S. econ-
omy. Between 1972 and 1980, consumer prices
rose at an annual rate of 8.9%, and for three
of those years the increases were in double
digits. Political victims included Republican
members of Congress decimated in the off-
year election in 1974, President Gerald Ford
in 1976, and President Jimmy Carter in 1980.

Thus, the general price increases that have
reached politically troublesome levels have
all involved several years of sustained infla-
tion at rates that at some point reached dou-
ble digits.

If we take a 5% increase in the consumer
price index (CPI) as the point in which prices
are moving toward this ‘‘politically unac-
ceptable’’ range, we find that in no case
since 1914 did price inflation reach even that
level as a result of a peacetime economy
growing beyond its capacity to produce.
Every time the growth in the consumer price
index reached 5%, the cause was exogenous
to the domestic economy, i.e., war-related or
energy and food price shocks emanating
from outside U.S. borders.

Figure 4 shows the history of consumer
price changes year-by-year since 1914. Work-
ing backward, the brief price spike in 1990
that put the CPI slightly over 5% was a re-
sult of a sharp, short run-up in oil prices dur-
ing the Gulf War. As indicated above, the in-
flation of the 1970s was not a result of an
overheated economy but was generated by

world oil and grain price shocks. Nor was the
previous bout of inflation in the late 1960s ig-
nited by an insufficiently vigilant Fed; the
culprit was Lyndon Johnson’s refusal to
raise taxes to pay for the Vietnam War. The
inflation episode before that was fueled by
the Korean War. And, as indicated, the other
two bouts of inflation were the products of
the 20th century’s world wars.

In other words, the memories of inflation
that give political support to Greenspan’s
policy of raising interest rates reflect past
experiences that are irrelevant to the
present condition of the American economy.
In fact, one cannot find in modern history
the inflationary scenario from which Green-
span is presumably protecting us.

DAMPENING STOCK MARKET EXUBERANCE

Recently, the stock market has been de-
flating on its own. Still, given the wide-
spread casino mentality that pervades the
markets, it is not unreasonable to attempt
to bring down values more in line with eco-
nomic fundamentals, i.e., the growth of em-
ployment, incomes, and production.

But it is not reasonable to undercut those
economic fundamentals in order to bring
down a speculative bubble in the stock mar-
ket. Instead, the Fed should be trying to
achieve balance by contracting the stock
market and letting the productive part of
the economy expand, gradually substituting
real for speculative value in share prices.

Much of the recent overvaluation of U.S.
stock markets has been fueled by excessive
credit. The share of ‘‘margin debt’’ to the
capitalization of the stock market is now at
or above the heights reached just before the
1987 market crash. The ratio of margin debt
to the gross domestic product (GDP) is now
double what it was at that time.

A number of market observers, including
financier George Soros and Stanley Fischer,
deputy director at the International Mone-
tary Fund, have recently advocated that the
Fed let air out of this credit boom by raising
margin requirements. But Asian Greenspan
has consistently refused. When asked about
this at his confirmation hearing before the
U.S. Senate Banking Committee. Greenspan
said that he did not want to discriminate
against individuals who were not wealthy
enough to have other assets against which to
borrow in order to play the stock market.
Given that people who use margin leverage
to buy stock are typically wealthy by any
reasonable standard, this is a rather weak
rationale for favoring higher interest rate
policies whose costs will largely be felt by
lower-and middle-income working people.

To the extent that Greenspan is concerned
about irrational exuberance in the stock
market, raising margin requirements should
certainly be the weapon of choice.

WAGES—THE FED’S REAL TARGET

Given the absence of inflationary signals,
the lack of historical precedent, and the
Fed’s disinclination to target the stock mar-
ket bubble directly, it does not appear that
preventing an outbreak of inflation—at least
as most Americans would understand the
term—is the root motivation behind the
Fed’s recent interest rate increases. Rather,
it seems to be aiming at preventing wage in-
creases.

The Fed’s defenders would of course argue
that that is exactly how one prevents ‘‘wage-
price’’ spirals from taking off. But as econo-
mist Jamie Galbraith has pointed out, every
episode of accelerating inflation since 1960,
with the exception of the lifting of Vietnam-
era price controls after Richard Nixon’s re-
election, were led by prices, not by wages.

The current effort to slow down the econ-
omy, therefore, appears to be targeted at
weakening the bargaining position of labor
vis-a

´
-vis capital. Indeed, throughout this

economic expansion of the 1990, we have seen
a shift of market incomes from wages to
profits. This shift has been so pronounced
that economist Jared Bernstein has cal-
culated that, even if labor costs were to ac-
celerate to rising 1% faster than produc-
tivity (as opposed to their current slower
growth rate), it would take four years before
wages and profits went back to their respec-
tive shares in the decade of the 1980s.

It is reasonable to ask the following: if the
expansion of profits and the subsequent re-
allocation of income from labor to capital
that occurred throughout the 1990s did not
by itself raise inflationary concerns, why
should a potential swing back to labor’s
favor?

The Fed is unlikely to enlighten us. But it
is obvious that Federal Reserve Boards have
historically considered themselves defenders
of the interests of those who invest for a liv-
ing as opposed to those who work for wages.
This one is no exception.

Greenspan deserves some credit for not
having cut off this current expansion when
the unemployment rate reached what the
conventional wisdom assumed were NAIRU
limits. On the other hand, he has responded
much faster to problems in financial mar-
kets than to problems in labor markets.
Thus, he was quick to intervene in the econ-
omy in the case of the stock market crash of
1987, the Asia financial crisis of 1997, and the
Long Term Capital Management debacle of
1998. But he was so slow to react to a rising
unemployment rate in the early 1990s that he
allowed the economy to fall into a recession.

Greenspan himself has said on several oc-
casions that job insecurity has been a sig-
nificant factor in limiting labor’s earnings
during the expansion and thus adding to
profits and the profit expectations that have
fueled the stock market. From this perspec-
tive, raising interest rates to raise the unem-
ployment rate, as opposed to targeting mar-
gin requirements, insures that labor’s share
remains depressed even as the financial mar-
kets are forced to undergo a correction.

KEEPING THE EXPANSION GOING

The economic policy task now facing the
United States is how to keep the current ex-
pansion alive by keeping it in balance, e.g.,
avoiding speculative markets, excessive
debt, and high interest rates. This will re-
quire careful management by both the Fed-
eral Reserve and the administration.

First, at the very least, the Fed should not
raise interest rates any further. In fact, the
Fed should gradually begin lowering rates to
keep probing the economy’s limits and to
allow the dollar to fall and to make U.S.
goods more internationally competitive. If
and when signs appear that the domestic
economy is overheating and price inflation
threatens, there will be plenty of time to
raise interest rates (or taxes) to reduce the
growth rate.

Second, at the same time, the Fed should
use its authority to raise margin require-
ments. In addition, both the Fed and the
Clinton Administration should move to re-
duce excessive stock market and consumer
credit use. Bank regulators should discour-
age the growing issuance of unsound mort-
gage lending and home equity loans and im-
pose stricter regulation of credit care com-
panies.

Tightening credit in speculative markets
while allowing the rest of the economy to
grow will bring more balance to the econ-
omy. In particular, it would help to raise
real incomes and at the same time help re-
duce consumer debt, providing more sta-
bility and staying power for the household
sector that has been the sustaining force for
growth over the past decade.

Third, neither the Fed nor the Administra-
tion should attempt to slow economic
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growth if energy prices continue to rise. The
lesson from the 1970s is that oil price cartels
do not last. It helps that the U.S. economy is
less energy intensive than it was in the 1970s
and less vulnerable to energy price increases.
The president’s decision to increase subsidies
to help low-income families to cope with
temporarily higher heating oil prices was
wise. If necessary, the Administration should
use national oil reserves to counter any ex-
traordinary short-term surge in prices that
threatens to cut off economic growth.

This longest economic expansion in mod-
ern history has in the last few years finally
begun to bring real income growth to low-
and middle-income Americans. Maintaining
that growth is essential for America’s pri-
vate sector to remain competitive and its
public sector to have the revenues it needs to
finance social investment.

The risk of jeopardizing these goals far
outweighs any small risk of a sudden and
historically unprecedented outbreak of de-
mand-driven inflation.
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H.R. —, THE NATIONAL FISH AND
WILDLIFE FOUNDATION ESTAB-
LISHMENT ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 2000

HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA
OF AMERICAN SAMOA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 16, 2000

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce legislation to amend and re-
authorize the National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation Establishment Act.

Since its creation in 1984, the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation has been very suc-
cessful in establishing public and private part-
nerships to conserve fish, wildlife, and plants
using Federal funds matched by private dona-
tions. On average, the Foundation has brought
in more than two private sector dollars for
every Federal dollar appropriated. With these
funds, the Foundation has financed more than
3,500 on-the-ground conservation projects
throughout the United States and abroad. To-
gether with partnerships and challenge grants,
the Foundation has provided $441 million for
conservation projects. Their record is impres-
sive.

To fund these projects, the Foundation has
entered into partnerships with a wide range of
State and local agencies, academic institu-
tions, conservation groups, and businesses. In
a time of diverse interests and an ever in-
creasing strain on our natural resources, the
ability to forge productive and workable part-
nerships between all sectors of society is of
paramount importance. The Foundation pos-
sesses this ability, and makes unparalleled
use of it to award grants in five major cat-
egories: conservation education, wetlands and
private lands protection, neotropical migratory
bird conservation, fisheries conservation and
management, and wildlife and habitat man-
agement.

In the past, legislation to reauthorize the
Foundation generated unnecessary and mis-
guided criticism. Such criticism has been sur-
prising considering the noncontroversial nature
and mission of the Foundation and its solid
history of bipartisan support in Congress. The
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation rep-
resents one of Congress’ finest conservation
innovations, and embodies what we should

strive to achieve every day—the intelligent and
economical conservation of our fish, wildlife
and plants.

This legislation is very similar to legislation
introduced by the late Senator JOHN CHAFEE
and passed by the Senate by unanimous con-
sent. It is strongly supported by the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation as well as both
the Fish and Wildlife Service and the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.

Mr. Speaker, in the interest of time, I will
submit additional comments describing the
legislation and explaining the changes it
makes to existing law.

In closing, the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation is an important element in our na-
tional effort to build partnerships to conserve
our common natural heritage. I urge my
friends and colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to support this bill.

OBJECTIVES OF LEGISLATION

This legislation makes several significant
changes to the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation’s (Foundation) establishment
legislation. First, it expands board member-
ship from the current number of 15 to 25.
Second, the bill expands the Foundation’s ju-
risdiction to include additional agencies
within the Department of the Interior and
the Department of Commerce to further the
conservation and management of fish, wild-
life, and plants and natural resources. Third,
it authorizes annual appropriations through
fiscal year 2006 to the Department of the In-
terior for $30 million and to the Department
of Commerce for $10 million. The Founda-
tion’s current authorization expired on Sep-
tember 30, 1998.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 2 would amend the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act
by providing authority for the Foundation to
accept and administer private gifts of prop-
erty in connection with the work of agencies
within the Department of the Interior and
the Department of Commerce. Under current
law, the Foundation is only authorized to ac-
cept and administer private gifts of property
in connection with the Fish and Wildlife
Service and NOAA.

Section 3 would increase the Foundation’s
Board of Directors from 15 to 25 members, in-
cluding the Director of the Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Under Secretary of Com-
merce for Oceans and Atmosphere (Adminis-
trator of NOAA).

Section 4 would authorize the Foundation
to have its principal offices in the greater
Washington D.C. metropolitan area. This
section would also establish conditions for
the Foundation to acquire and convey prop-
erty (dependent upon agency approval) and
invest and deposit Federal funds. Section 4
would revise provisions relating to agency
approval of acquisitions of property and of
conveyances and grants. It also would set
forth limitations relating to the Founda-
tion’s conveyances of real property and over-
head expenditures.

Section 5 would authorize appropriations
of $40 million per year to implement the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation Estab-
lishment Act Amendments of 2000 through
fiscal year 2006 of which $30 million would go
to the Department of the Interior and $10
million would go to the Department of Com-
merce. This section would also authorize the
Foundation to accept funds from a Federal
agency under any other Federal law to fur-
ther its conservation and management ac-
tivities. In addition, it would prohibit grant
recipients from using Federal appropriations
under this Act to engage in activities relat-
ing to lobbying or litigation.

Section 6 would clarify that nothing with-
in this Bill authorizes the Foundation to per-
form activities that are within the jurisdic-
tion of the National Park Foundation by
Public Law 90–209 (16 U.S.C. 19e et seq.).
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HONORING THE CORLEONE SOCI-
ETY [UNIONE SPORTIVA
CORLEONE]

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 16, 2000

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, today I recognize
the members of the Corleone Society (Unione
Sportiva Corleone) and their 25th Annual Din-
ner-Dance this week. I also take this oppor-
tunity to recognize Paolo Muratore and his 16
years of leadership as the President of the
Corleone Society.

In 1973 a group of friends, originally from
the Italian city of Corleone, met to celebrate a
traditional holiday from their native town. Dur-
ing this event they decided to form the
Corleone Society (Unione Sportiva Corleone)
in order to extend their culture and traditions
to the United States of America. The people of
Corleone, a city of 15,000 inhabitants, have
chosen a lion clutching a flaming heart as a
symbol of their nobility and generosity. Since
1973 until today the members of the Corleone
Society have contributed to the enrichment of
our culture with the traditions and values of
the city of Corleone in Sicily.

For 25 years the members of the Corleone
Society have gathered together to celebrate
their traditions and emphasize their commit-
ment to noble causes. They award scholar-
ships to support talented students in their edu-
cational endeavors. At the same time, they are
dedicated to improving the health and welfare
of children worldwide. The Corleone Society
offers its patronage to orphanages and it
sponsors sick children from abroad to receive
medical treatment in the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my colleagues
to join me in expressing our gratitude for the
indispensable services and contributions the
Corleone Society has given to so many in the
United States and around the world.

f

CENSUS DEBATE

HON. PAUL RYAN
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 16, 2000

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I’d
like to express my shock and disappointment
at the tenor and content of the Special Order
that was coordinated by the Ranking Member
of the Subcommittee on the Census last night.

But before I go on please please everyone
in America fill out your census forms and mail
them in.

For months now Republicans and Demo-
crats have been promoting the census. No po-
litical cheap shots, no debates over sampling.
But after the Democrats ambush last night, it’s
time to take the gloves off.

As we all know, this is the most critical time
for the census and for making sure that every-
one participates. But the Democrats have ob-
viously decided that promoting the census is
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